. Surface vegetation, however, may comprise a large part of the diet during the growing season (Ward, 1960) . Pocket gophers create complex burrow systems associated with feeding activities resulting in extensive surface mound deposits. The burrow system of one animal may cover 0.5 ha with burrows ranging from just below the surface to over 60 cm deep (Godfrey, 1987) . One gopher can produce up to 50 mounds per year (Anonymous 1984a) . In heavily infested areas, densities of 123 adults/ha can occur within a few years (Howard and Childs, 1959 (Anonymous, 1984a) . These negative impacts may greatly outweigh benefits of soil turnover and improving filtration rates associated with gopher burrowing activity (Grinnell, 1923; Ellison and Aldous, 1952; Laycock and Richardson, 1975 residence time and familiarity with pocket gopher problems, ASBF residence years and rating of pocket gopher problems, and ASBF familiarity and rating of pocket gopher problems were examined using Chi square analyses (Steel and Torrie, 1960) or Fisher Exact Probability Test (Siegel, 1956 (Steel and Torrie, 1960) . The effectiveness of control methods in relation to severity of gopher problem was also examined using Fisher Exact Probability Test (Siegel, 1956 ).
Data on the area of municipalities under tame hay production and under improved pasture obtained from a 1986 Alberta agriculture farm survey (Anonymous, 1987) (Alsager, 1977; Foster, 1977; Luce and Case, 1981 Cost of re-seeding = $88/ha, (based on; discing @ $24/ha, cultivation @ $22/ha, seeding @ $12/ha, harrow-packing @ $5Aia, and seed cost of $2.50A:g @ 10 kg/ha. (Anonymous, 1984a) . Pocket gophers can be responsible for substantial loss of forage standing biomass. Decreases in forage yield of 16%-46% have been reported on rangelands (Foster, 1977; Fitch and Bentley, 1949; Alsager, 1977) and yield on alfalfa fields have been reduced by 35-45% (Luce and Case, 1981) as a result of pocket gopher damage.
Pocket gophers were also reported to occur on native pasture, gardens, and grain crops.
Generally, gophers are not a problem in cultivated crops, as they are unable to obtain enough energy from grain forage to survive and reproduce (Anonymous, 1984a Figure 3 ), occurring predominantly in the parkland ecosystems. A preference for the black soil zone was also reported in Saskatchewan (Poison, 1984 (Anonymous, 1991 (Anonymous, 1984b) . Problems within brown soil zones were limited in extent, and were primarily associated with urigated areas that support higher productivity and more desirable vegetation.
Computer grapfuct 6y fUriut Figure 3 .
Pocket gopher problems in relation to major soil zones in Alberta.
Soil texture(s) were specified by 38 ASBF (Table 3) . Pocket gopher problems were associated with sandy soils in 35 and sandy loams in 7 of these instances. Pocket gopher preference for light, sandy soils was also noted by Poison and Rasmussen (1982) , and by Miller (1964) in the United States. Light, sandy soils allow air to diffuse through the closed burrow systems and allow moisture to drain away (Banfield, 1977; Case, 1983) . In addition, these soil types may be easier to dig through than compact soils or the hard columnar structure of solonetzic soils. Only a few problems were reported in clay and clay loam soils and none were reported in rocky soils. Clay soils are presumably avoided (Poison and Rasmussen, 1982; Poison, 1984) as they hold water and interfere with diffusion of air (Case, 1983) . (Anonymous, 1984a (Ray, 1978; Case, 1983; Tickes, 1983; Godfrey, 1987) . Control failure of poison baits has been linked to palatability and toxicant dosage (Marsh and Howard, 1978; Godfrey, 1987 (Anonymous, 1984a) , and may be restricted by topography and obstructions (Barnes, 1973 (Barnes, 1973 (Case, 1983) .
As well, burrow systems can be large and animals may plug off portions of their burrows to keep out detected poisonous gases (Marsh and Howard, 1978 (Anonymous, 1984a 
